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Stellingen 
behorende bij het proefschrift 




1. Despite feasible recipes for the synthesis of artificial life being proposed,1 the majority of 
research in this field focuses on making prebiotically plausible ingredients, rather than on 
their functional integration. 
(1) Szostak, J. W.; Bartel, D. P.; Luisi, L. Nature 2001, 409, 387. 
2. The evolutionary advantage that a mutation can contribute to a species needs to be 
understood at the overall population level, not only as a direct advantage for an individual. 
Simply by increasing the variety, a chance of a single threat eliminating the whole population 
decreases. 
3. Not knowing the exact conditions under which life emerged makes the notion of ''prebiotical 
plausibility'' nonsense. 
4. Amphiphiles both ''love'' and ''hate'' water. The same relationship is common for many PhD 
students and their research projects. 
5. The more fundamental the research is, the longer it takes to get publishable results. 
6. Experiments on a time scale of weeks or months seem to be very convenient during the 
course of a PhD. This suddenly changes when the ''last'' experiments need to be done to 
finish a chapter or a publication. 
7. PhD students should write the introduction chapter of their thesis first, not last, as is 
common practice. 
8. Glorifying manual laboratory work over intellectual efforts, that might take place in a 
seemingly more casual manner, can be a sign of a lack of doing the latter. 
9. Since the propositions (stellingen) are not representative of the thesis’ content nor quality in 
any way, and usually take away much of the attention from the actual work presented in a 
PhD thesis, their writing should be left to a PhD student as a choice, not an obligation. 
